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to ofter CU.~a.e~8 a~~ractiv buDdled ••rvice. th1a cUDdled
aervice will probably inclu lo~al, toll and loag distance
services. Pac1fic a••art. t t DeV car.ri~. will not ~te with
the incumbent LlCs for ba.ic _ebaage ••rvice alone. Rather, ne""
c~i.rs will be compettDg ~he ~si. of bundled service.
Therefore, 'ac1fic cODclud•• ~t tRP charges will only apply co
ported nU1nbers and will be a minor cost to ~he new carriers .
offering ~dl.d .ervice.

Pacific denie. ~ba DU8ber portabil1ty i. a p~•••qui.ite
to local competition, or tha cu.tc.er.' ability to retain their
phone number is the dete~ ,factor tn their deeiaioD to chaDge
local providers. Pacific De iavea that CU8tcmer8 vill take .everal
additional fac~or. "into CDD8 deration such as price, quality,
reliability. and familiarity &rand D." recognition aDd the
~ility to ,et all ••rvice. r~ one provider ant ad4i~ional

factor. custoaae.s WCNld cou der.
In .cupport of it. 1a111\ regardi.Dg' tbe rel.~ive 1111pOr'tance

of number po~abi11ty in a .tc.er'. williDgDe8. to cbaDge local
provider8, Pacific introauc a:marketing .~udy conducted by

ConStat, Inc. an indepencienc marketing re••arcb orgaAizatiOD. The

ConStat 8eudy was conducted ur1ng late 1". aDd early 1"5 and
sought to determine the fac r8 whieh CU8~amer. consider impo~ant

in deciding to change local rovidar8 aGd the r.la~ive value placed
on retaining their eu.rrent lephoJ1e nuabltr. Pacific interpret.
the s~udy's findings to 8 that (1) the lack of ••rvice provider
number por~ability is not. %Tier to C:C)1IIp8tieicm: anI! (2) price
is a much more imponaftt. fa or tDan number portu,11it.y in
motivating a cuacomer to ge service providers.

"t'he ConStat ccmS\\ ant.s concluded chat. for a di.co\mt of
15' off of tbeir total Paci 1e charges, 3" of residential
customers would consider 8W tc:hiDg to iUlother p%'Ovider wAecher they
can keep chair pre.ent phon number or not. Porty-niDe percen~ of
residencial customers would .-itch only if able co ret.ain ~ir
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phone number. In the ca.. 0 large lNaiDe.. CUtoftlers Cwitb over
100 lines), 5'\, would ewitc providera if their lcmg distance
company offer. a 45\' diac

W. ahall fira~ re •• the sigzUfieaaca of the marketing
atudies offered,by Pacific d Nel aDd tben addreaa more geuerally
the vali4ity of Mel'. propo cl $0.50 rat. cap for DIP aervice. We

find t.bat both the cemStat tM Gallup muket. studie. bave a
number of li1l\1taeiollS Bel c eat.. 1n teru of their evidentiary
reliacility. Both studiell n offue4 O1'1ly aa hearsay avidenc.
ana accorQ1Dgly carry le8. i~~ia~ weight than would be the
ca•• if a perc;ipieDt witneB baei te.tified to' the detailed
statiseieal ..tbodology and ••earch techniques used to design.
conduct. , and. int.erpret the w.lts of tba stu4i... To the ~ent

we assign crec!ibility to ei 'of the 8tUCU.... it 18 only in the
form of broad corroboration f general tzeDda regar4iDg CU8tOl'fteZ'

preferencea. We do not rel upon the detailed .tati.tical f1D4iDga
as precise _ • .ve. of CUIIt. behavior.

OUr hesitat:icm to ly em the.. II&rket~g 8tu4i.e. i.
somewhac mitigated by the f t that OFPOeiDg .ide. pre.eDced their
own s~uciy. Thua, ehe resul of ODe 81:* eaA be u.e4 aa it check
against the credibility of a c;ou.n1:erpart. While parti.. reach
opp05ite conclusions reg. 9 the significance of the market
surveys offered into evidea e. we find the survey.' result.8 are
really more alike than they are. differtmt.

Parti.e. • cliffe •• in 1Dt.J:'Pre~1Ilg the 8\l%VBye CaD be
attributed more to the pred te~ position each side 8~.b~ to
j~.tify and ths particular rtioa8 of t.he survey f1Dd1Dge ~1••
chose to emphasize. In con raft. to ita potd.ticm in this proeeecling
regarding customers' willin e•• to chaDge tbeir phone number.,
Pac~fi~ argued previously C.9t-O.-OSI/C.9S-01-001 that cuatam.ra
in e.he 310 area eocle were • roa.gly oppoeed to cbangiDg even the.
area eocle poxtion of their hone nuabera in order to implement a
geographic split of the 310 area code. Although in D.95-01-052 of
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that proceeC:Ung we acIop~ed a pla. for a geographic .,lit of the 310
u •• c~., va aclmowlttclpd t t CU8t.o-r. react negatively t.o

forced photle number changu. 0 It logically follows that CLCs .
wau14 be at a competitive d1 aclvu~ag. if ~tOMrs bad. ~Q undergo
• forced number chap in 0 r to llWiech local providers.
Moreover. ift Finding of Fact '0 of D.'S-01"OS2, we noeec:l tbat:

"Soma of the ..... re••ems a' customer would be r ••1atant co
Chan9iDg his or her area c d.ue 1;.0 an iU'8a coc!e 1Ip1it wauld .1.0

make him or her reaistant t chaD9in9 bia or her are. code and
number to receive service t a oew cOIIjiI8titor."

The focus CD c:uat ra' re8pcmai".na8S to price cli8coUnta
obscurss 'the me.aauretDeDt: of ow illpOrtaDt nulWb.r retention is t.o
customers in couidering a baDge in. local service prov1CSera. Tbe
moSt meaningful part of tha Codeat study for purpo.e. of our
inquiry ia that which i801a •• euatc.er 8ea-itivity to Dumber
portability to th. exclusio of other extraneous f.ctor. such .a
price 4i8CC)Wlts - Aaaulling ero price discounts. waiDe.. ewn::caer
willingness to switch provi era iDcre.... from 10' to ~l' aDd
reaidential customer villi ••s incre•••• from 19' to 32%, when
nUl'ftber portabiiity is offe d., ac:eording to the ConStilt

findings. 3l

Bo~h t.he CcmSt.t 4 Gallup at\1c!1.. support the finting
t.hat as the price at which ~titor offers its ••rvice goes
Qawn relative ~o the inaD~nt Lie, the number of ~.to"r. willing
to switch carriers absent. u portability goes up. Clearly·-
and not. .urprisinsly·~ the rall price of a competitor'S s.rvice

30 ~ci.iCft at 19-2;.

31 Exh. 57,S8.
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baa • sigzU,fi.cut bearing OIl the .D''IIbe% of proapective cu~omeZ'.

who rill ba 1IOt1:vated to cb ,local ••rvic., provi4.rs . While t.be
speci.fic per.c:atages of c:uat r. differ betWHJl the a;wbe., bot.h
atudie. alao .~O~ tbe ti 9 tha~ the &bili~y to retain ODa'.

phon. Du=er ~. a bea:-1Dg ~he willingness of eust.emers to
cbaDWe prO'Y1deZ'a. A8 ~•• :l PI" ce ~cli.co\U1t offered by a CO~titor

goes down, the i..,ortauce of zoeta1Dj,ng one'. phone DumDer becomes
more i1llpOrt.aD~.

Such f 1"";"98 ill ~te ~ illPOrtance ~o cuatc.era of
retainin;. the~r pboAe ZlUllber They ccmfina tba~ cua~omers place a
sigB1f1cant value on Q~~ ~.ntiOD and will CDly COD&id.~

forfe1ting their Quaber if a aiga1ticaDt price discount 1. offered.
Botb C0D8\JMr 8lUV11Y. lIpou ed .by oppoa1nv side. auppon. the
cODclueioa that • 8ignific number of customers would require
number po~ability a. a pre qgisite ~o ~haDging lo~al providers.
If the only wa.y a a.C can reoae a lack of nU1llber portability ia
t.o deeply cUac:ount ic. recai price below ebe LEe ccmp.ticor, thea
tohe reault would be an wuav piayiDg fi.1CS which would not be
conducive to aD effi~1aDt a eompetitive marketplace.
Accordingly, we reaffirm policy that .ervice provider number
portability is an •••ential ea~lU". that mult be available to a.e.
in order for compet.ition to u~c••d. By adopting tariffed
offerings of 110 in this 0 t' 'I•••aure CLC. that their cuatOllM!rs
~ill have access to IMP a. eded.

We have no basis conclude, however. that aD DIP
whole.ale charge in e~.s. SO.so per mofttb will preclude CoLes
from offering a compe~itive rice for local exchange 8ervice. eo
its customers. There are. ral AUcmII to reject MeX' a propo.ed
$0. SO-cap proposal. Firat, a.ca bave t.he cii.cr.~ic:m to choo••
whether or not to establish explicit retail ~harge tor IMP
service. A C,C "lay decid. CIt to pa.. through an. explicit dollar
for-dollar charge to recove it. whol•••l. IMP costs. Wb11e the
eoalit.ion claims tohe $D.50 ap is nec••sary too allow a CLC a
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r ...oaabl. opportun1ty to te aDd atill recovar it. ~o.e., no
ev14enc. baa bee prea.ted ~ tba actual toeal .ervice
CQ'~. any CLC will incur rel t1Ye to t.ba LlCs. Moraov.Z', the c.c.
~e in priDc:iple aray re reMDta f~ CLC ~t studie. to be .
aubaLittec! for ComIIli••icm re .... Without a showing a. to the eot.al
coat. each CLC will incur ~c 'provide local ••rvice, and 1)81ng
UDable to cClGIPue suc:b co.t.. to :the iJ:Leuabent LEe:. r, .e caD!lct te.e
the claim of MCl that CLC8 w 11 'be uaabl. to offer a competit.ive
recail price \IDle•• IMP eba •.are capped at 50.50 per mont.b. The
que.tion of ~etber a C'LC wi 1 .orb the cost. of DfP or rai.e its
..tail rate. to recover the t i. a WaiDe.. decision ba.ed on
the competitive c0D8traint8 f ~e marketplace.

In ac!dition. t az-e .afepards iJl plac. t.o 41D1Nre tbat
the INP priee. do Dot poe. ~tabl. coqMl~it1ve

di••dvancage for the CLC.. will r.""ire pacific ADd G'rBC to
impute the 1ft rat.e. adopte in,t.his clec1.1on OD tbe pric:e of ba.ic:
exchange .e",1c:e- offered r; coat-race puZ'8UaDt to our receat
elect.ion on re••l. i ••ue., ."·03-020. Moz'eOYer, we are Ht-tiD,.
eurrent 1NP ra~." mmjee:t t • 1Nb••queDt true up ·ODC. TSLJUC-bued
rat.es are aciopted. Thus, • will i ..leMDt INP ••rvice \lDCler tba

tariffs adopted in thi. dae .ian kDowiDg t.hat. today's adopted rae••
will be aubject to ref~d f any cha~•• which exceed the rate
level ultimat.ely aclopted •• a reault. of the~ proceeding.

We shall not prej Ie the reaulc. of thoa. cost studies
nor aasume that ehey will ela pricu of ZlO. tIlCr8 t.han SO. SO per
month. While we are in~er. ted in PZ'OllO~i.ng a competit.ive
~ark.tplace. our pri~ing po iciea mu8t be b••ed aD fai.rness and
economic efficiency. There i_ no ev1cSeDce that MCl I. propoeed
SO.SO cap ~ears any relevaa r.lati0D8hip to the determ1na~ian of
an economically efficieut pic•• for IBP ••rvic... We ahall not
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subsi4ize c:LCI wieh aftific:i ly low II'P prices merely to iDc:reu.
or accelente the IlU1lber of atJ:Uts .. an eDd in it.elf.

Mel has DOt pt'oc:t~d any tact. tu~ would le~Q \IS to
conclude ~b.c the IMP rat.. adepe in this o~d.r would foreelo••
CLC. trom e~t1ng effect! ly against the LEC., and we rej.~t

their proposal. In our Pha. I~ decisioD on hearing is.u.. , we

will addr.ss in • lftO~e e ..1ft maDDer the competit i ve
advane.ges chat LECa &Ad have relativa to ••eh ol:her aDd what

apprapriaee pric1D, pol~ci. should ~ adopted to p~te an
efficient and fairly Qalazac c...,.titive marketplace. Now that we
have e.tablished I!fP rat•• , Will take tb8m int.o account •• part.
of the total package of tit1". f.atur•• against which pricing
rule. should be evaluat.d formulat..d.

v.

SiDe. we have c:
upon which eo ••tabli8h DIP
decision, we next cemsicler
re8peceive claims concer.D1
relevant ~.~. .1...nt8 for
wtuch we ac!op~ for C,C-Jlc:r

Table 1. The adjuet-.nts
• ~e summarized in Appendix

A. ..tNy 1IHw C'!m='
1.

oded that D2C i. the appropr1ate ba.is
a~.. ud cbazops for purpo... of this
• r ••sonablenees of ~e parties'
the quantificaeicm of DEC: for tAe

.1lCF ••rviee. The rat•• Be! charges
%'Vice are sumar11ed in Appendix B 
make to the LEe.' propo.e4 DEC rates
'* Table 2 •

Pacific baa off. ~o ~v. u.... chargae for ~ eo
long a. the ne'" carriar. do BOt' c:barI- for tenWlating the a..C-tlc:F
~raffic. 'acific DDnetbale • ideatifi••• usage cost of forwarding
calls of $0.0'3. Pacific d termiDed ~. cott •• eqQivalent to the
coae of a .bort-haul intr n call that origilun:ee in • differ-Dt
office from where the call 8 ~er.1nated, miDus any term1Da~ing

office costs. The 9ubtrac~ OD of t.be terminating office coeta
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carrier will uae its ..itch to
1ng ~all•. etfeetively r.aults in the

18,12 'ac!f1c as.eres ~hat ill usage. .
he Cammieeian 80 de~.rmiD.B in the

reflec~8' tbe fact that tbe

teraU.ute tbe call. Since

R.9s-a.-O.3, I.95-04-044

.quivalent of two ••paraee c
charge may be app1:opriilte it
OMQJ) p:roceec1ing.

G1"BC 4o.a not • to waive i t.e usage ehaZ'g.. CTEC I •

proposed u.age charge i. tnt to account for the co.t of
sw1tch1ng and tranapon1Dg ~11. c:rac: baa cenvened. ita
e8t1..ted uaage coat to a eh1y flat rate of $2.70. QTlC •••erta
t.hia rate 18 apr:aropriate sin. <rrEC will incur tranapart and
switching coate, .eparate fr tDtercoaDection u.age coats, .ach
time .. call \)sing CLC-RCF ia foZ'ft%'4ed.. GTEe argues tba1; W1der
certain 8cenario.,it vill ", cur swit.ching 'iU1d t.riIDsport coata it

will not recover. Its propo ad ,flat rate, GTEC eonc:lud•• , vill
theretore under-capture ita c~U&l usage COltS.

Th. coalition urge eM CDIai••i= t.o reject C'1'IC'8 Ullage

charge. It •••erta ernc'. a iDS.- iud.quaee aDd the Na\ll~iDt

chars_. exc•••ive and \U18upf rt~. Citi... a110 regarda the usage
eoat.. as excessive. It. a... 8 :eh.ae eo.~. mora properly relate to
interconnection charg•• rath r than to the prov1.ian of ~C-RCF.

The proposed usage rates, ,Ci i.ens conclude., would ace .a a
barrier to effective eDtry 1 t~ local exch-age market.

DRA ti,ndB that GTB failed to 8ptIcify U1e dollar a1lOUDt

tor it.s propo.ed uaage I. ' Thu'efon, DJUt. ncollllll8Dd11 that
GTEC ce required to concur i Pacific·. p~opo.e4 eoata &ad charges
for ReF-baaed INP service.

32 Tbe ori,inal call whiCh • ~le~ed at the iftcu.bent LEe'.
cafttral off1C. and tba rear! 1Da~ea call that forward. the call
from the LEe's central offic to the new carrier'S 8Vitch.

• 3Z •
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2. I.1mnica
TJ:ae uaage rat.. c:h G'mC: a..u to include to recover

ita coat of prov1cU.ag a.c:. wre DO~ well juat.ifiecl. arEC cUd
not prov~cle any specific ref raDC•• to the IID .xhibits or
workpapers to aOCUllMlnt ita e tiMt•• of 8v1~c:hiD9 and ~ransport

coatI underly~.ite propoae ~e rate. GTEC vit.ne•• St_le was
unable 1:0 e.t.imate the perc ~.,. of ti_ that call. fonrarcSed

pursuant to tID routing -.ufoS would cau.e GTEC to incur the

sv1echiDg aDc! ~ran.pcR coat wbich be cleac:ribed. JJ ThwI, it ie
un~l_.r bow often the uaage o.t. e.ti..ted by GTBC would actually
apply to forwarded. calls e.p oyiDg R.CF. Accorclingly, ve find that

GTEC has not met ita burc!en f proof regarding the juetificat.ion
for its propo.ed $2.70 uaave cbarg., aDd we decline to approve any
usa;_ charge at. t.his t1... e will have t.he opport~ity to
justify the need for a eepar te u.age charge for etC-ReF through
ita 0ARaD coat scudi... Q!E vill be allowed to take iDto account
any .\1l)••quently appZ"O"ed 118 ge charg•• in the aubHquent true-up
of the INP memorandum aceoWl. In cOIIPUting a t:rue-up of the
memorandum account for lU1y. equenely aut.horized u.age charges,
GTEC should uge t.he .... ave ge usage a8aump~1on. •• were used to
comput.e ~he usage charge p .ed here.

Pacific: hae agreed to vaiva charges for usage \IOtil
litigated in OANAD a. lODg a etC. do not charge fo~ call
teZ'1l\i%1at.ion. We .hall not a opt ilDY \Wage c:hufea for Pacific: at
~his t.ime. IMP traffic ahal be aubject to our previously a4apee4
bill-and-ke.p procedure, and CLCs shall impose ftO call termination

33 RT 191.
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-hall def.r further discussion of
•• to t~ CJUW) proceeding.

Coraet the usage charge gf $2.70

$6,.50 to yield • reaidua~ DEC of
ihg charge.. S1zace Pacific doe. nOt

, its pac remains unadjus~ed at,

••~imoay of Met'. vitD••• Mu~ay

• anc! nItA vitones.e. Who rafu~.ci her
siOD of liD. termination coets frOlf.

.• a fUD~ionality within the switch

charges for th••e calla. 34

Pacific'. proposed u.age c
In au_ary, we

from cn"ECI. monthly ehuge 0

S3.80 cov.riD! all other re
requ.at cost recovery of usa
$3.25.
a. I.,.......Mtsi. Ont'

1. 'Nti-' "'~
Mel aleo ~ak•• exc ip!l to tIrIC', inclWlion of IIOZ1thly

line' ~e%1dD&tiOZl co.:.a. MCI .....re. that the $3.28 li.De
t.rmin.~ion alem.nt repr••an • a piece at the intercODDeee1on
facilit.ie.. Furth41r. MCI au cta, but vas unaDle to verify with
certainty, that Pacific alao iDapp~ri.tely includeQ line

~ermina~ion eo.ts in it. DEC calculation. 35 IntercODDection
faciliti•• costs, Mel argue. are already included a. a eoat of
interconnection and are Dot additioaal cost of Rcr functiODaliey
incurred by GTEC or Pacific n prov141ng IN, service•.

G'rZC counters MCl' claiu that line t.enaination costs
ware inappropriately include in the DIe caJ.C\11ati.OD Qy .tating
that. MCl's witness, Murray, 8 Dot aD engi~e.r and. therefore no:.
credible on chi. subject. C'. wit.ne8s .S~eele te.tified that
GTEC'. switches do require t e uae of a line card .eparate from
t.hat which is used for inte cnnection. This vi." was
corroborated, •••erts GTEC. Pacific'. vitn••• Scholl.

2. DiaCPMipp
We must weigh 1:.h•

.,ai~t that of Pacific,
c.••tiIllODY regarciing thll exe:
DEC _ We reiterate that RCF

34 D.,S-O'-OS4, mi.-c. at 38.

35 Murray Phase I Te.timon , p. 12.
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that aablea the • .,itch to i tify that. part1culu call is not;
to be tend.nated at the dial d n1Dlber bUt inat.ad is to be

t.arminatea i Q ebe swiech, t:ba ret~.rat.d. a8 a new call to the

forwarded n\ ,r. 36

Sel;" '! explaille4 t t two of the ."itches u.ed by C'n'EC

require the \I.. of a lina ea ••parate from that vhi~h 1- u••d 1:or

interconnect.ion. 37 He furta ~la1Ded ebat the iDtercODD.c~ion
of LEe and a..c net.works is cl .tinct froaa t:he provi.sicm.iz:ag of tbe
CLc...aCF serltee. Further, t GTD-5 switch doe. have the
capability to avotd the use f line t.arminaticn cards 20t of the

time. 3 B GTEC p~.rly ac: ted for this variance ion the uae of a
line t.emination card by a 1,b-tin, ba••d on the requ.1.rament. that
the termination card be us. only 80'" of t.he t1_, thua r.duciD9

the line t~D.e1OD card e ts~39

Pacific'. coeting ita-s. SCholl also t ••tified that
Pacific's switch likewise ·re. a .~r.t.. liD. t.armination

card. 40 DIAls witness Abhu .-.n alao t.stifi.d that although he
WiiS not certain that a sepa te line card vas required fer t:he C'LC
R.eF function, he beli.v~d t t such a card would he Deces.ary if
the forwarded call needed t be· terminated at the LEe', switch and
then ragenerated as a new c 1 to the CoLe ..itch, ratber than

3' RT, p. 17, 11_17 4 25; p. 41, 11.17 - p. 49, 11.5: p. 232,
11.22 - p. 433, 11.7.

37 RT, p. 11, 11.13 - p. B , 11.20j RT, p. 13, 11.14·21j p. lOCo
11.1 - p. 101, 11.8j p. 318, 11.26 - p. 319, 11.3.

38 RT. p. 100. 11.1-21: p. 157, 11.10-27.

39 14.
40 KT, p. 318, 11.26 - p. 19. 11.3.
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merely "Just going righ1; to ,lc.c] wit.ch with that.

.. ""1recogzu, t 1021.

we are penua_d the 1;uc1aony of GTEC witna•• Steel~

tha~ the line ten1u.tion co t incluc1ed in GTEC I. NRC is proper.
Accordingly, we clecline to .allow ica cost••• propo.ed by Mel.

Contrary co NeI'. ~laim, GTI .howed that i~ caDnoe u.e the -ame
line te%ftlination for intere ~j,= iUM! tba RCF feature.
c.

1. rani-' ,-Ui'·'
Aa aaacribed in it]· of GTBC'. COIIt cOIiIpODents, GTEC

••••re. it incurs S4L '70 for .c~ call path wben .i1llUltAllaou8 call
capability is 8 ...1oyed. Mel 8 vitne.. Murray ••eert:s that there i.
no co.~ or dedicated facilit ••.••aociated with additioaal call
petn. that allow a cuatamer 0 receive ~ltiple. aimultaneoue
calls. Mel points out that ae1fic's witne•• Scholl coDf1~4 that
th.re are no recurr1Dg moD~h y coaca for aimultaneoua call
capability.

Citizens reads QTE '. tariff to reqyir•.t~t QTBC'.
CLC-RCF service charge be.. lied for each simultaneous call
capability per number ordere I ~.e., the CLC-RCF .ervice c~.
would be applied 99 ~i... if 99 ei.llUltaneous 1:ranefers to a .iDgle
forwarded l1u11\J:)er ven to be loved. Citizen. believe. the CLC-Jl.CF
service charge should apply nce per fO%Warded number, regucU•••
of ebe number ot 5111Ultme traD8fer8 allowed to that nU1Db8r.

Citizens not.. tba Pacific'. propoead tariff provide.
that a CLC may order up to a maXimum of " CLC-ReF. a••oeiated with
t.he 8aIM CLC CU8tc:nDe%' on a a 1e ·nJP order. Citizan. INggest.

that th:.is provision be elari i.d to read "A CLC: may oreler up to a
maximum of 99 c:.ll pat.hs a. ei4ted with the sa_ a..c cust.omar for

•

41 RT. p. 612. 11.3 - p. 61 I 11.4.
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'orwardiDg Duaber." Citizens
it clar tbat the ac will not be

r4tDg rate for a aingle.call
81mult.eoua tranafers can be ..de:

a 5i.1e l)irectoZ'y-Jlwnber ca. 1

believe. thi. cha.D.p wauld
charged " ti... the eall !
forwarding r.\1":r to which 9

2. ~ tJ.i_

Cc. ~_.tent with 0

charge as.diacua••cS aboVe,
usage charge for "each s1
forwarded." GT.EC 41d DOt.
termiDation 1. requ.irect to
Pacif1c's vitnea. SCholl te
mODl:hly coata for simultu.

un1al 0: amc r 8 propo8ed $2.70 Ullage

~j.ct GTECrs proposal to impoee a
aaeoua call capability per Dumber

"hetbe%' phyaical ba:'clvare
ort tbi. feature. Honover,

ifiecl that tbere are no reeurri.!lg
• call capabiliti•• , and tha~ coat.

are incurred anly once per ~iIi~ 44 SCholl t ••tif1ed that t~.
is a ane-time coat to enter ••tting iDto tbe switch Boftware that
aetanina. the nWlber of e 8 that will pa.. t.hroug'h to a -1nsle
t.elephone nwmer. Thi. coe doe. Dot vary with the number of "call
pat.hs" selected.
D. IlU'JratiDg. aa.m r ~r"IIlleell. ...~

we regud the DIP
proViding the new car:1.rs
such, the charges for thie
related to providiag tbis
~ must. conaider whether
the $3.80 DEC coveriDg crr.EC
~o the 53.25 DEC of Pacific'

e%Vic:.. the i.nc:uabent LICII will l:MI
a· vhol....le Hrvice offering. As

rvic•• ~ld be 1:Hl_d em the co.ts
ice to tbe whole.ale .ark.te, Thu.,

furtber adju.tMDce should be ..de ~o

nODuaaga recurring co.e. for ItO, or
nrP.

-'2 'fr. at. 35'7.
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Alt.hcN9h 'the Coal1 iOD ~jeet.. to t.be u.e of DSC-b...d
raee•• it offered a critique of .P.cif1~'. aDd GTEC'. DEC ••~1m.t••.
Th- Coalition argue. that ev 11. if t.he eoaw.i••iof1 chose to adept
DEC-ba••d rates over the Coa it~on" Objecti0D8, it .hould disallow
significant. portiona of Pac1 ;i.c'. mel G'l'BCI. rate. on the ba.is
that t.hey wu-euo:na.bly ewers ate the t.zu. DlC for DIP ••%Vices.

Pacific aDd GTEC . co~t_d ;lsail cust.amer ••rviee and
marketing expetUI•• .in it. -Rc:r DEC, which the Coalition a••en.
overstate tM eo.~ of prcwi VMJrCMla o,C-ReJI' funet:icmal1Cy.
Mel'. witnels Murray te.tifi d that Pa~1f1c" eOle support for its
proposed rates inappropriate y includes ~tail marketing and
cu.tomer .ervice. ex,pense.. MUrray ••••rt. this iucluaian of
re~ail ~o.t. OY8r.ta~•• Paci ie'S true DEC for RCF capability to
provic!e INP service by over 0' ~ It i. iDccmceiva):)le, Mel

contin~.s, that Pacific will expend aay re.oure•• marketing a
.ervi~e that remove. barrie to existing Pacific cuatomers
SWitching to a competing a. ic~ provider.

The CoalitiQn als abjects to tba 1Dclu.1on of general
and administrative expe~.s 'n Pacific'S DlC study for CLC-RCF
functionality_ The Coaliti a••erts that general and
a~niscrative exp.~.s are c~lly excluded from a DEC study. Mel
a.nd the Coalition further.. ert that tbe sraD~al and

administrative expense. inc ed in Pacific'. DEC are iD41ract,
overh.ad costs. including c t categori•• , s~eh .. "artwork repa1r
expenaes" ana "general puzp e cOIIPutar exptIlUI••• II The inclu.iOD
of sucb ,enera.l and acimini. ative expans•• , by Mel I S accounting,
over-inflate Pacific'. eost by more than 13'. Similarly, Mel
asserts that upward. of Sl llion of Paeif~c'. $'.S million annual
costs for retail RCF are fo euetamer .ervices. Mel .ta~e. it

would not e~.ct Pacific to incur an .qual 1e.e1 of eu.tomer
service COS't8 for providi.ng IMP to carrier cu!ltOlfters. Aft-er

- 3. -
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accounting for ~h8 alleged
correct DEC for P.cifie', R

or 1•••. 43

Citj=p,

e:r8tat-.nt, Mel a•••rts that the
functioaality cost component is $1.40

Lik he Coaliti and "tI, Citiz-ms •••ertos t.hat GTEC's
and Pacific'. - .:. of aCF cticmality are oyer_tated. With
r.spect t.o P.cific, Citizen stat.s that company official expenses
and average gceral aDd. •atnti". gverbeads all101mt to fully
71' of P.eific's total re lug -.peD••• , not just tbat
att.ributable t.o RCF functi ity. With zwgard to cu.tomer service
costs. which inc:lwle ••%'Vic: c:onnencement, billing, aDCS re~diD9'

to inquiries, Citizens •••• • tbat the Dew ca~1.r. will aa.ume
most of tu•• functicm. for tbeir own C\IIIt018ers. Citizen. notes
that P.cific 1nclumes c official expen••••s 2' of the
recurr1ng coata, ~hich a.. a eba unlikely proposition that
Pac:i.fic will be offering it elllplcyees di.c:ounts or ccmC•••i011
service. if t.hey choo.e acting local ~ier.

Taken together vi its a.......nt of the retail costs
improperly included in Paci ie's recurriD, DEC. Citiz8DS recommends
the elimination of gOt of t • mark_tiD; expen••• , 50' of the
customer services expense., all of the company official expenses,
but none of the general ove head C:O.C.. This would reduce
Pacific'S monthly recurring c:ost from $3.23 to Sl.88. The effect
of excluding these costs ~. ~o reduce ~b. ~.~ail co.~ by 42% ~

ccnside~ably 1... than the all' 71' of the DEC Cit.i2e~ reg.rds a.
inappropriate when eo~n:~ing l:F as a wbol••ale ••rvice. Were the
Commission to exclude Pacif C'S general ana administrative cost. on

43 Murray, Pha•• I Teatimo ,Ex. 11, pp. 15-16.
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,ard the retail KCF coat...
op.j.nV tbe DEC of providi.Dg' CLC-Ra.
• to which MeI, Citizena. lCG, and t.h.

Pacific 'id qzIC
Pacific and GTEC

reasonable proxies for deY
The specific recail RCF co

che basi. ~:bat they are 1Dcii. .c~ c~~.. Citizens argue. the monthly
recurring coste would. drop t. S~. 44 .

Citiace _lao heli vei GDC' 8 DIe ia over.tated by

reflecting r.~ail coats fo:' t::I. wb1c:h could be avoided at tbe
whol••ale level. Citiz.~ GTEC'a co.t data iD8ufficieD~ to
develop a true wholesale ra All a proxy value, Cit.i.zens' vitne••
Montgomery developecl factor "ect em the 1DOI1t.hly and asm.ual c:oat
tactora it UIIed for Rt:!' int. 11l' pon~ility in cont.rast to the coat
factors GTlC uaea in order develop the cantral office equipment
(CCE) li.ne-termi.at.iol1 co.~ OIIpODeDt: for it.. bwline•• and
res~dence ace••• liD•••

~hese COE liDe-~ ination co.~e are applicable
the.elve. to GmC' S r't,Ail .nric•• , AAci Qo not reflect whole.ale
C08t 8.viD~s. Citizens bal y.a ebat tbe cost f.cto~. 40, however.
reflect the fact that mark. iftI. and .~rt costs ~e lowe% for
acceas lin•• -- oil nODd.iaere icmary IIIODOPOly offering -- ~hiID are
the costs iucurred to promo e and 8ell retail ReF .ervice -- a
highly opt.ional produee. t.vgaeQ' COtIpared only the cost
loadings used for recurring expens•• , not for capital or aa••t
relat.ed itellls such illl ret , i.fteome tax uel d.p:recia~ion_ The net
charge factor applied by C in ehe CLe-Rer nEe eo.~ develop.ent
was 0.1628, or aboue twice • high .a ehe 0.0861 factor applicable
to reeail COE line terminat on ,coats in GTEC' a study. Aceeptift;
the rest of GTEC's etC-ReF ~t study, C1tiZeDa cc.put•• a
reduction in QTEC'8 $3.81 c st of $0.91 to a level of 52.83.
Citizens' inspection of GTE 's coat data'geaerally leads Ci~iz.n.

to believe the cost r ••ulta fo~ ReF reported in cebar
juri8dic~1oDS, although GTE 's interim rate might oe .et .omewha:
above pacific's rate.
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.
in the inea"lbtnt LlCI' recurring coatcoali~iOD ~ject

componants.
'acific ela1.. 1t -.P.PrOPriately include~ marketing,

customar .ervic·~, aDd ••ne l.ad '~ini.~rative coats in ita DEC

for a,C-R.C!'.*' - Acifie Wla retail.O' marketing coat.s a. a proxy

foZ' the IU.rke~Dg co.ts it ill incur for CLC-RCF. Marltet1ng eosts
account for 35' of Pacific' R~.f1metiODalityrecurring charge of
'3. 25 ~r IIOnth. Pacific. ate. that the d.~erau.r1i.Dg factor
influencing ehe market.iDg ~ t. i. DOt the DUmber of new carriers
who will be ordering CLc-tt , but tbe JNaber of .ervices tbe new
carriers will ord.er. The c 8l:8; ilre incurred on, a pe:r-liAe-in
service ~sis, rather than r ordering customer.

Por custom-r-••rvee cost, Pacific .,alo •••erts that
rata11 KCF customer coal: i. an appropriate surrogate for CLe·Rty
customer-••rvice co.~. cu. Oller ••zvice includ•• the eost..
aaaociated with billing, bu iDee. office coat., and billing
inquiries. Pacific argue. hat it will It111 incur the.. co.c.
since ~hey are a func~1on 0 the nuMber of end-u••r lines being
served.

General and admin .tr.a~ive COlt. are appropriately
included in the recurring R F-f.unctionality cost, Pac!f1~ argue•.
for they reflect the CLC-1C coats as.ociated with procurement
expenses and .mployee-r.l.~ d c:oats. "they are no~, Pacific
emphaaize.. COIIftOD avarhead Cotat.l. In broad defeft8e of its
approach. Pacific ••••rt. t t .inee DEC atudi•• allceata
historical costS exiating i the accounti:ag recorda of the comp.~r.

it is appropriatQ ~o alloca • all luch coat. Pacific incurs to
provide service.

44 Pacific Br~.f. p. 17.
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crrIC si1l11arly ... rt. tut -.rUt.iDg expezs.... a••ociated

wieb provieu.ng CLC-acr an p ly iAc1u4ec! in the rec:urriDg
eoats • .Al80, GTBC .tat.. 1: ..,."... for C\I.~c.er service are
legitillate expezute. of provi .ng CLC-.CP. AIIotLg cu.~omer ••rvic.·
costs, GTEC anum.rat•• Qill , ~il11ftl iDquir1es, ana eu.in••••
effic. coats. GTEC a••ens . t Citizen'. witnea. Montgomery
co~eurr.d that praparly i~ ified CLC-acr billing coata and
certain bad debt co.t.. 8houl "rec:overecl by t.he i:lCWDbant LEes.
ClI"IC c:r1t1c1z•• Citi••u' ad \UI~t. to its Z"etail I.e!' costs tc

attempt eo aceoUD~ for avo! d marketiDg aDd cu.tamer co.ts~ GTEC
object. to Citiz-u' reduct.i ~ it. aDDual charge factor for CLC ...
KCF, for DC explanation ia p ovi~ as ~o why this is a proper
methad nor ho" 1Il\leh of an acl U8e-ut 1fV\Ill! be appropriat.e. GTEC

identifies the total manthly co.t of its retail RCF cu.toner
operat1ons as being only $0. 2. : keortingly. GTBC challenges the

validity of Citizens' adjust t to reduce ita' costs for CLC-KCF.
GTEC takes exception to Met' claim that the amount of CWI~o-r

service and marketing expenl • will be le.. for CLC-RCP becauae ~he

ineumbenc LECs vill be provi ; the .ervice only to CLea. and DOt

t.o t.ens of thousands of cust mera. GnC C:OUI3'terll tha~ bebi..nd each
CLC order t.here will be pot t.ially tena of thouaancl. of inc1iYiclual
customers for vhic:b the LlC nat .till prcce•• an order, provide
customer service, aDd genera e billing records for each eelephone
number.

2. PAw'".
While it i. approp i.~. to develop • wbel•••le coat

•••e_..enc from the reacl11y Ya~labl. aC1:ual C:08tS of the .,.t
equivalent retail offeriDg a a 8tartiDg point, the LEC. have
oversta~e~ their coats by as ua1Dg t~ DEC for CLC-RCF equal. the
DEC of reea.il R.CF. The app riate adjustments to CODvert 'the
incumbent LEes I pZ'opoae4 DE U"e cliscwaHd ~low.

Downward. adjuat_ s to the p~o••d D&C foZ' a.c:-RCF
••rvice are appZ'opriate to fleet 'the wbol••ale nature of the IMP
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ted an aceual DlC-ba••d cost study
en ret.ail and whol••ale mark.tia, and

..%'Vice offeriDg. The diQU ed recurring coat ea.poneJ;lta vith ~he

err••t.st .f~ect on the ult.i te t'eCUZTiDg charge are IlU'ketiDg aDd
e:utomer Mn'1ces costs. P eallPle. for Pacific. ~k.t.1ng cost.s
account. for aPPEQXiaately 35 of its recurring co.~ ~alculaticn, .
and CWI~omer ....ic.. c~t8 or 01". Of 1....r i1llpact., but

di.puted an the :.gceral aDd ."dnis~rat1ve coats. and the offici.al

eo1llpADY co.ca.
•• fiDd MeX' 8 t that the iDC:U'IMDt LEe. have

little iDcentiv. to expe.c! a lot of resourc•• marketing DIP ••rvice
•• a ••rviee they are being 1rected to off.r a. a me.s of
reducing barriers to ca.peti 10ft .... qW.~e penua8ive. muilee
retail :RCF which i. a purely cUscretioaary ••":i.ee :E'eq\lir1ng
m&rketiDg r ..ource. to 8ttmu a~. ~, whol••ale ReF ••rvice will
be purcha.ec1 by CLCs who do t via" the .ervice a. cllacreticmary,
but &%'11 highly mativ.teeS to "baa. the ••rvice without any
sub.t.antial marketing euppo -by the LEe.. Howeve~, we al80

recogaize that the incueu.e LEe'. My Ileed to cle<lic:a~e .0000e liaited
1ft&rketing zoesOUZ"ce. for CLC- CF .ervice.. Therefore, DOt all
marxeting co.ta •••oc~.ted th providing retail acr are
neces.arily avoided.

In d.f.ndi~g the i elusion of custamar ••rvic.. eO~8 in

the DEC of CLC-RCF sertiee•• 'C.~ inC\lllbm1t LEC8 argue that focusing

on the fact that tbe ••rvice will· be pZ"OV1ded to fewer cueta.er. or
to wholesale t.o new carriera ~y mi••e. the point. Each LIe
as.erts that it is the numbe of new aervi~e. orde~~ that ia
deeerminative of'LEC whele. e eo.t.. While ehis argument baa
merit, Cit.izen.' arguNeDt t t ~CI v111 ••~ re~ns~ility for
many of the customer .ervice fUDcti0D8 i. al.o persu.asive. Billing
and service inquiries. fer ample. will be largely fiel~d by the
new carrier Without need for a follow-up call from tbe new carrier
to the incumbent LEe.

SiDee no p~y pre
regar41ng the diftereDce ~t
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cuaeomer .ervice QO.~S, ~ forced to uae a degree of ~jectiv.

ju~t iA arriving at im. rapriat. adjVAtment. Me ru.ke th.se
adjU8tmeDta with tbe UDdazost '; that they will be _,\abject to a
true up once DIP pric.. have be_ fi.n.ali.zecl in oua:D. .. diacWI••d
ela.tlbere in this decision. ...4 011 the ccmclu.aion t.hat t.he Vast;
majority, but not all, IlU'ke iDg =-1:8 will be avoided in market.ing

INP to CLea, Citizens rec ada ~t 90t of Pac1fic'8racurring
costa attributable to retail Ref. 8arke~1Dg ~ eliminated. In the
absence of an actual eos~ .~ co p~1d. • more accurate _asure,
we aclopt CitizeIW I reC:e-MDd 1:i.c:m ... reuonable approximation of
Pacific r. whol.s.I. mukatiD Cdft8 for DIP. Likeviae, we f1nd
that retail ReF cuatomar Be 1c. costa, like retail RCF marketing
eoata, are partially avoided CitizeD8 BUII••ta .pprox1~tely SOt
of the cuatomer service co.~ a••ociated vith retail aer would be
avoided in the offering of C-.CF. This approximat.ion of the
C'UatoIMn:-.ervice coats t.he i CUllbut LEes will avo1cl ill pravi.ting
c:LC-RCF is reasonable in the deanc. of any more preeiB. elat.a, and
we shall aaop~ ie.

We reject C1tj,~en' propo..d adjw.t-.nt "to di.llallow the
costs icl.ntified 8. "Off1c:ia COlipUly Services" (OCS). Cit1z8Z18
proposed co di.allow this co ~ on t.he u8UIIption that it
represented employee cliacoUA • off personal pbODe bills. and that
Pacific would noe be likely D offer it• .-ployea. discounts off
their personal phone bills i the .-ployee ••lacts a new carrier.
Yet Pacific w1cne•• Scboll t sti!ied that the OCS coats reflect the
"use of telephone. and tel. 118 facilities in the providing of ~h.

[RCF] .ervice.""5 Sinee ebe OCS eo.ts are incun:ad for the u.. of
company 'Celephone. by e"P1 as «:toie; the jo):) of providing llC!'
service while chey are on t job. tbese coats are prgpe41y

4S RT 2'7.
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included in the DEC of c:LC- CF. Th. OCS Coat .dju.~mallt representa
SO.O' out of eit1zeD8 to~al propoled disallowance of Sl.37. This
yields a final whole.ale I DlC of $1.94, which we shall adopt .s
the wbolesale recurr.: ..g for IlfP. The ad.opted pric. i8 60'

percene of the retai ~EC c acr.
C~i.tent h 0 adjuat-ent of Pacifie'a DEC to·

reflect avoided retai. mark ti~g and cuatamer aervice coats. a
similar adju8tmant .hould b made to GTBC'. nEC. Sinca GTEC did
not zoeport its ReF ecsta ill a li1l11ar raahic:m t.o that of Pacific,
we cannet precisely quantif the .... adjustment for GTEC.

lie do not. accept. . tiZenB I I'zoopoaecl adju.taenc of GTEC'.
RCF CO.C8 of $0.98, i.e., $ .81-$2.83, becau•• this adjuBcment to
the net charge factor 1. a .fin.mant incoa.igtent. with the gro••
accounting categories of C'. r.corda. The exa~Dation of Grle's
case categories as ~ariz « in Exhibit 2 make. clear t.hat the
accounting conve~ti.011S that. tb.y are following cannot be cOl18i.tent
with tho•• of Pacific, even though both the service and tecbDology
are similar. In particular w. are not per8uaded. that the $0.52
id.entified a6 total retail cr recurring cu.tomar CC8e. by GTEC is
analogous ~o the $1.62 of r tail R~ r.eurring customer and
marketing costs identified Pa~ifi~. It iB untenable to cODCluc!e
that only 15t of GTEC'. DEC represents CU8t.ane%' and marketing costg
~bile they represent S0' of Pacific'. DEC.

In the ~.D~. of more precis. dis.ggregate4 4ata OD

GTEC'. costs, we shall appl the .... perceD~ag. adju.tment
representing avoided retail· COBC8 to QTEC's DEC for RCF I.. we

applied to Pa~ific A8 cal lat.ea above. the Pacific's ~hole.ale

INP i. approximately 60 per ent of the DEC of the ret.ail RCF.
Applying tlUe ••lIe percen~a e to G1'ZC' 8 ret.il DEC of $3.81 for 'RCF
yields a ",hol•••le INP rate of $2.29. AccordiDgly, GTEC's mont.hly
re~urring ~barge for IMP s 11 be reduced from $3.81 to $2.29.
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p.cifi~ argue. tha geDeral and admini8trative coses
~ -.playaa related eoses •••ociated
.I.CJ' . lie are no.: persuaded. by Mel' 8

ould be .xcludeci a. avarhead. costs ..
the directly related general and

1ude4 in tbe Itudy. The inclusion of
eDt with tile Dl:C me~bo401ogy we \lJIad

re. Pacific clid Dot include ind1rect
t8 in ita DEC charge.. The i.nclu8ion

adBiniatrative co.~. in the CLC-kCF
leo

e adju8c..nts, the MaC for Rep for
d .for GTlC is re4uceci by $1.52. We

te. of $1.'4 far Pacific and $2.29

c~able rate. in NY and Mi,·'

1111 dlarge (DC) is i.ntended to

, provisioning, and ultimately
Ost8 ware idantified.through tbe
ion approac:h used in p%'8.et1't.ing tRD
• were estimated and multiplied by

refl.ce procur..-D~ expens••
with ellploy••• working on
arguments that ehe.e coats 8

Aa explained by Pacific, onl
admini8~r.tive coate vere in
sucb tinet coata are eonl1s
in lID and are appropriate
general and admini8trative c
of Pacific's direct general
Dze cost calculation ie re..

As a result of th
Pacific is reduced by $1.31.
note that the result.iDSJ INP

for GTEC

E.

pacific'S DOnzeCU

recover the costs of orderi
eli.connecting CLC-RCF. The
nonrecurring cost identifica
costs. The work activity ti
1995 labor rates.

As noted abov- in d••cription of coat eampeDentB.
Pacific offers a third opti for pricing aDd re~cve~iDg the
nonrecurring costs associate with ordering and provisioning
CLC-RCF. In it, ~he crderin aad pZ'OViSiODing of nonrecurring
charg.. for CLC-RCF would be recorded in a balancing account and
recovered by a surcharge on 11 california CU8tome~.. Tbe amount

46 Exhibit 25. Table 1.
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aod Citiae~ all ....rt that ~he

~.ly documented the ftcnreeurring
Coali~iOD Beate., cOAcedes ~hat it
Ic:urring co.e. of CL~-ltCF. TheI. ..t1_tes were poorly cIocu.eDted.

t the incu1lbent LEes Dot be allowed
ste.
ific' ment of DODre~ing
iled to apecify the dollar aIIO\U\t for
rgee in its or1giaally filed tariff.
t QTEC be required to concur in

do incur noraeCNn'izlg cost.
.OIling. &ad ult1_tely eu8c:ormect1DS
, c:aniere provi.ding 1ft ••nice
ion for such ce-t.. Aa not.ed by both
owever, 'acific failed to provide a
itie. or labor ho~. a••~d nec•••ary

reover, the available cost data for

2. Pir"'jOR

We conclud. ~bat

relating to ord.ring, prov~

t.be IN'P service. Accor4ingl
sbould r.ceive fair c0mpen8
the Coalition and Ci~izeD8,

d••cr~ptio~ of 1:.be work .c~·

co .aeablish INP service.

recorded in the account ~,~ De .1t~r tbe actual accounting coat
of in8talliftg CLC-kCF, or e%D&tively, tb. number of CLC-RCF
••%'Vice iD8tallat10J18 multi iecl by tbe TILlIe cf installing
CLC-RCF aa ...tabliahed in t. QUaI) ~e.ec!iD9. The balUleing
account r a. . -ope••d by Pac ic, would alae record ehe actual coat.
of NIX code ~:·~iD;' for D carriere and the eost. a.aociated with
aceelerate4 &rea code exha , i • .ue. beiDg addre••e4 1n Phase III~

GtEC used the currin! CO.t8 for ord.riDg an4
proviaioning .v1~~bed accea ••rwice8... proxy for tbe CLC·KCF
nonrecurring C08t:.. GTlC eres tbi. proxy is rea.onable .ince
both service. use common tr .pc~ facilities and the access
service reque.t. prgc••s.

The CoalitiOD r MC%

incumbent LECs bave Dot ada
coats of CLC-ReF. GTEe, t.

eonfSuctec:l no st.udy of the D

Coalition argue. ~hat Pacif
They reconnend, t.herefore,

to charge for nonrecurring
While acceptiDg ,

co.ts, ORA finas ~hat GTlC
its proposed nonx8curriDf
Therefore, DRA recommends t:

Pac:j.f1c 's propoaed DC char
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en updated aiDce it: va. first
.'7

. witb the 1nC\Jllben~ LE~8' shoring. , we
e Rae for CLC-RCF ba••d OD a limited

r...nte4 an alternative coat .tudy ~hat

• a.1I a ba.i. for setting interim NRC
1 take off~eial no~ic. of the exi.~ing

paci~ie and GTEC.

.
~et.il RCF ••rviea

introduced 1D the m1d-1970s
Aa to GTBC, the c:~~y f11ed • prapo.ed IRP tariff on

September 11, 1995, it 414 c quantlty a prapo••d rate for NRC
co.t., but merely .tated ~ the OZ'4eriDg proceclure. would be

pursWiU1~ to an ace... .ervi. . nqve.t (ASJl) fontat. In a
S.pte~r 25, 1995. supple eal tariff firtDg, =r.EC etaeed that
"appzoopriace DODZ'tcurriD9 c • are appl~c:aDl.," but cUd nat

quantify them. I~ vaa DOt til ~mber 1, 1995 that GTEC filed
an additional aup,plement to ita propoeed tariff ~re••ly
referencing its "Switch.d e•• sezvice or4ering Cbarge." which
provide. tha1: the .C is $2 8. 9i1 per AD.. Becau.. G.TEC die! not
timely provide NRC rate., D rec~Dded t.hat GTEC be requ,ired to
concur in Pacific's propose rat•• and cbarV•• for CLC-RCF

services. 48 Becau•• partie did DOt have a timely opportunity to
review GTlC's propo••d RIC te. in .~c. of the evidentiary
hearings. we shall reject t • eVidentiary .hawing regarding GTBC'.
NRC. We further fina that he evida1itiary abowi.r:lg of GTEC with
respect to nonrecurring cha 8., such a8 it is, fai18 to justify
the use of the ASR &s a val d proxy £0% CLC- tlQl nonrecurring
chargee.

alving found faul
must deei4. an ~he appropri
recQrd, for no other party
provided more reliable £i
levels. To t.ni_ end, va vi

re~ail ReF tariffed NICs fo

47 Scboll/Tr. at 354.

48 Bxb. 14; p. &-2.

I
I
I .
I
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In Pacific ~ariff IKMCNle AS .•. 4, the DC for RCF is $5
far reaideDta aDd $' for •• cuatomer.. The•• rate. COQtra.~

fr.aely ~i.th the propo.ea 1••ale lIRe of $31.75 per ~"'ber to
inseall CLC-ItCF. In adcliti. ,'acific haa proposed a $31. 2S DC' t:o
iD.~l D~'~r referral di.CoaDee~, a charge that baa no

coUft~erpa~ in the retail t "iff. t ' Z.aentially, Pacific's NRC.
aIftOU,Dt to aa much a8 $63 pe 11\1"r, or lIOn chan ten ti,.. the

exi.tin; retail NRCe.
We .ball aleo t efficial notice of the exiatin. price

floor for Paci.fic's retail 1hi. iDf~~ion i. proprietary,
so we shall DOt cUacloae it We note that theae price floors
are basea on t.he LaIC 8t.uc!i pre••ted in the Ill) proeeeding.
Al though we have nfWled iD i. cleci.ion to aet price. for nu
.erv~c:.. ba.ed. OD the.e LJU at.ud1e. a. rece_mUd Dy MCl, the
r.~lt8 of ~ho•• st.udie. ar .iDatruCt.iv. a•• refer~ce point.
Additionally, the LRIC·ba. pr1ce floor. filed by'Pacific
purponedly recover ~ecurr' aJld DOn-recurring co.~•.

We have already d erftdDe4 ~ha~, 10 the in~eri., the
recurring m~nthly eharge fc PaCific, le88 avoided cost., is a
fully compensatory~ f recurring tlEC. We .hall reject ~h8

NRC. proposed by Pacific fo CLC-RCF, .ince the•• eharg•• were DDt

justified properly.. Furth•. we find tha~ 4emancling up to $'3 per
ported number, inclUding a q.;rmji.rlation charge, represents a
significant competitive b 'ar tor facilities-ba.ed competi~or•.
ct.C-ItCF already pre.ents t:. 1cal limitations that would only be

4' Pacific .uDmit~ed • dif
service that varies in &Ceo
~o De ported. SiDee ~ p
allount:. of nU1lbers 1n an 0
not po••ible to ca-pare the
wholesale pricing scheme wi

nD~ priciag .c:lle_ for t1:aa a.c·JlCP
c:e rich ~ha m .....1'11 tha~ will Dead

UIlit at: varin citlpelld~ em the
UDder tJU. alt..~t:.e .~_.. it. is
r~UD1t pr1c.. in tbe .1~e%D.t.

the retail, per-liDe DCs for Jt.CF.
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